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Table A-8. Comparison of MRFSS interview data and MRD report

information for specific trips.

ND - no difference.

1995 % difference from MRD
Category 199 MRFSS MRD 1993 1995
Number of anglers 211 221 - 12 -2 - 4
fishHdurs 225.0 157.0 + 63 + 7 + 43
Number of fish caught:
Oceanic pelagics
Dolphin 16 15 - 6 - 16 + 7
Wahoo 1 1 ND ND ND
Yellowfin tuna 0 0 + 50 + 33 ND
Reef fish
Black sea bass 120 114 - 30 + 10 + 5
Groupers 20 20 - 7 ->100 ND
Snappers 1 36 ->100 - 86 =->100
Porgies 60 88 - 50 + 9 - 32
Grunts 2 12 - +>100 ->100
Amberjack 1 3 - 40 + 233 - 67
Coastal pelagics
King mackerel 52 60 - 11 - 20 - 13
Spanish mackerel ‘ 47 47 - 10 + 29 ND
Bluefish 14 59 + 57 +>100 ->100
Barracuda 8 12 - 20 = 13 = 33
Inshore sportfish
Red drum 136 96 + 82 +>100 + 42
Spotted seatrout 60 5 + 38 - 76 +>100
Sheepshead 75 44 - 80 + 4 + 70
Inshore bottomfish
Black drum 8 8 - - 63 ND
Sharks
All species 31 30 - 14 - 11 + 3
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than did captains, probably because the anglers included search
time, running time, etc. There was very little agreement on the
numbers of fish by species (or group) caught, with the exception of
the most frequently caught, large fish such as king mackerel,
dolphin, and barracuda. For these species, agreement was roughly
within +- 15% with the boat captains tending to report slightly
higher landings. For most of the other species, the differences in
total catches were usually large and lacking clear directional
bias.

The reliability of each data source can be questioned. Many
of the anglers interviewed in the MRFSS were tired and/or somewhat
inebriated. Most were out of state visitors with little 1local
fishing experience or knowledge of fish identity. Anglers often
did not recall clearly the species identity or numbers of fish that
had been released.

Captains often compiled their trip reports at the end of the
month using brief notes or simply from recall. Based on their
reporting trends, there appeared to be a wide range in attitude
regarding the need for accuracy. Some captains always provided
information that agreed closely with that obtained from their
customers. The majority of individuals submitted reports that
generally agreed fairly well on key elements with the MRFSS
information. Some individuals routinely provided information that
bore no resemblance to that listed in the interviews. The data
element exhibiting the most discrepancy was the numbers of fish
caught.

Verification has been cited by the NMFS as a justification for
their procedures. The NMFS verification process, however, simply
re-establishes that an individual was interviewed. It can’‘t
validate what species were caught or how many of each, only confirm
the angler’s opinion. An analogous procedure would be for the MRD
to contact the captain and ask him if he did indeed make a trip on
___ date (which he of course would say that he did). In this
respect, the accuracy of the data obtained in the MRFSS is no
better established than that of the information submitted on trip
reports.



